NOTI CE OF AMENDMENT

CERTI FI ED MAI L - RETURN RECEI PT REQUESTED

Cct ober 2, 1997

M. Jack Mars

Sr. Vice President of Qperations

G eel ey Gas Conpany

1301 Pennsyl vania Street, Suite 800
Denver, CO 80203

CPF No. 37115

Dear M. Mars:

On July 14-16, 1997, representatives of the Central Region,
Ofice of Pipeline Safety (OPS), pursuant to Chapter 601 of 49
United States Code, conducted an onsite pipeline safety

i nspection of Geeley Gas Conpany’'s facilities in Pleasanton, KS.

As a result of the inspection, it appears that you have commtted
probabl e viol ations, as noted bel ow, of the pipeline safety

regul ations, Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 192.

The itens inspected and the probable violations are:

1. 8 192.605(b) Procedural Manual for Operations, Mintenance,
and Energenci es

Each operator shall prepare and follow for each pipeline, a
manual of written procedures for conducting operations and
mai nt enance activities and energency response.

The review of the Conpany’s O&%M nanual reveal ed that the
manual did not address the follow ng itens:

(a) 8192.467 - Isolation of pipelines from underground
structures (Casings):




1) The O&M nmanual does not address the 6-nonth
timeframe in which a course of corrective action
must be determ ned when a short is found.

2) The O&M manual indicates that if a short cannot be
fixed, then a gas detection survey nust be
conducted once a year not to exceed 15 nonths.
This should actually be twice a year with
intervals not to exceed 7% nonths.

3) The O&M manual shoul d reference the | eak repair
section when evidence of a leak is found on a
shorted casing. The manual references only that
per sonnel should go to the leak file.

(b) The O&M manual did not indicate that insulating devices
shoul d be isolated fromareas where a conbustibl e
at nosphere is anticipated, as required by 8§ 192.467(e).

(c) The O&M manual did not indicate that protection for the
pi peline against fault currents due to close proximty
to transm ssion tower footings would be provided as
required by § 192.467(f).

(d) The O&M manual did not indicate that the O&M procedures
woul d be reviewed and updated at intervals not
exceeding 15 nonths as required by 8§ 192.605(a).
However, Greeley’ s cover sheet did indicate that the
| ast tinme the plan was updated was in 1996.

(e) The O&M Manual did not indicate that a periodic review
of the personnel would be done to determ ne the
ef fecti veness and adequacy of the procedures used in
normal operation and mai nt enance and nodi fying the
procedure when deficiencies are found, as required by §
192. 605(b) (8).

(f) Geeley s procedures did not adequately address the
est abl i shnment of maxi num al | owabl e operating pressures
(MAOPs) as required by 8 192.619. The O&M procedure
lists what information nust be established in order to
determ ne the MAOP, but there are no procedures to
i ndi cate what should be done with that information.

When it is found that an operator’s procedures are inadequate, 49
C.F.R 8§ 190.237 provides that the operator, after notice and
opportunity for hearing, nmay be required to anend its plans and
procedures and the response options as prescribed under 8§

190. 237. The operator is allowed thirty (30) days after receipt
of such notice to submt witten comments or request a hearing.
After considering the material presented, the Ofice of Pipeline



Safety is required to notify the operator of the required
amendnent or withdraw the notice proposing the anendnent. |f you
do not desire to contest the notice, please provide the revised
procedures within thirty (30) days of receipt of this notice.

Si ncerely,

| van A. Hunt oon
Director, Central Region
Ofice of Pipeline Safety



